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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed 05/27/2004. 

2. Claims 1, 5-7, 17 and 19 were amended. 

3. Claims 12-16 and 21 were canceled. 

4. Claim 22 was added. 

5. Claims 1-11, 1 7-20 and 22 are pending in this Office Action. 

6. The Objection to Claim 17 is withdrawn. 

7. Request for Withdrawal of Attorney or Agent received 07/09/2004. 

Claim Objections 

8. Claims 1 and 19 objected to because of the following informalities: The use of 
"remote server" is in contrast to the applicants' specification and makes the claim 
limitation unclear. Specifically, the specification describes an "intermediate server" as 
receiving the webpage from a "remote server" with the "intermediate server" delivering 
the page to the client (See pages 6-7). As such, the intended meaning of the "remote 
server" in the claim can be unclear as to if it is the original content providing server or 
the intermediate server between the client and the original content providing server. 
The Examiner suggests changing "remote server" to either "server" or "intermediate 
server". Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

10. Claims 1-4, 8-11 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,266,681 by Guthrie (Guthrie). 

1 1 . With respect to Claim 1 , Guthrie teaches a method for inserting a toolbar into a 
webpage (Col. 3 lines 30-42) comprising: receiving a webpage at a remote server (Col. 
5 lines 17-22 and Col. 7 lines 44-51) to be delivered to a client (Col. 3 lines 30-36); 
inserting an executable script (Col. 1 1 lines 31-53) into the webpage operable to render 
a toolbar when executed by a client browser (Col. 3 lines 30-41 and Col. 5 lines 45-58), 
the toolbar including at least one link to a resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58); and delivering 
the webpage including the executable script to the client (Col. 3 lines 30-41 and Col. 1 1 
lines 31-53). 

12. With respect to Claim 2, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches the at least one link is a graphical link (Col. 5 lines 45-58). 

13. With respect to Claim 3, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches wherein the executable script is an activation script (Col. 1 1 lines 32-45). 

14. With respect to Claim 4, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 3 and further 
teaches the activation script determines whether the toolbar is displayed in the webpage 
when the webpage is displayed at the client machine (Col. 15 lines 52-57). 
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15. With respect to Claim 8, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches the toolbar is a HTML toolbar (Col. 5 lines 4-12), and wherein the executable 
script is provided in a script programming language (Col. 11 lines 32-45). 

16. With respect to Claim 9, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches the resource is a remote third party resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58). 

17. With respect to Claim 10, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches the toolbar includes a plurality of links to different resources (Col. 5 lines 
45-58). 

18. With respect to Claim 1 1 , Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches said method further comprising: executing the executable script on the 
client machine to determine whether the toolbar should be displayed when displaying 
the webpage on the client machine (Col. 15 lines 38-57). 

19. With respect to Claim 19, Guthrie teaches a computer readable medium 
including at least computer program code for inserting a toolbar into a webpage at a 
server (Col. 3 lines 30-40), said computer readable medium comprising: computer 
program code for receiving a webpage at a remote server (Col. 5 lines 17-22 and Col. 7 
lines 44-51) to be delivered to a client (Col. 3 lines 30-41); computer program code for 
inserting an executable script into the webpage (Col. 1 1 lines 31-53) operable to render 
a toolbar when executed by a client browser (Col. 3 lines 30-36 and Col. 5 lines 45-58), 
the toolbar including at least one link to a resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58) ; and computer 
program code for delivering the webpage including the executable script to the client 
(Col. 3 lines 30-41). 
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20. With respect to Claim 20, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 19 and 
further teaches the executable script determines whether the toolbar is displayed in the 
webpage when the webpage is displayed at the client machine (Col. 15 lines 38-57). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

22. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guthrie in view of U.S. Patent 6,230,171 by Pacifici et al. (Pacifici). 

23. With respect to Claim 5, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 3 and further 
teaches a webpage may have more than one frame (Col. 5 lines 41-45) and that an 
instance of an activation script may be inserted into a frame (Col. 3 lines 51-62) with the 
script operable to render the toolbar into that frame (Col. 6 lines 41-49 and Col. 5 lines 
45-58). The toolbar can be considered an HTML component (Col. 3 lines 30-41 ). 
Guthrie also states that one skilled in the art would recognize variations to the code 
inserted based on the parameters of the HTML document (Col. 1 1 lines 25-32). Guthrie 
does not explicitly disclose an instance of the activation script being inserted into each 
frame of a webpage with more than one frame. Pacifici teaches the use of a script (Col. 
4 lines 27-35) that is inserted into each frame of a webpage that has more than one 
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frame (Col. 5 lines 22-25). This script is operable to render HTML components into that 
frame (Col. 2 lines 59-67 and Col. 5 lines 22-38). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the method disclosed 
by Guthrie and modify it as indicated by Pacifici such that an instance of the activation 
script is inserted into each frame of the webpage at the remote serer, the activation 
script operable to render the toolbar into each frame of the webpage. One would be 
motivated to have this as there is need for a user to be able to incorporate add-on 
components in a webpage including webpages with multiple frames (Col. 3 lines 1-29 of 
Guthrie). 

24. With respect to Claim 6, Guthrie in view of Pacifici teaches all the limitations of 
Claim 5 and further teaches for each instance of the activation script (Col. 5 lines 22-25 
of Pacifici), the activation script determines whether the toolbar is displayed in an 
associated frame of the webpage when the webpage is displayed by the client (Col. 15 
lines 45-47 of Guthrie). 

25. Claims 17, 18 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Guthrie in view of U.S. Patent 6,300,947 by Kanevsky (Kanevsky) and U.S. Patent 
6,701,368 by Chennapragada et al. (Chennapragada). 

26. With respect to Claim 1 7, Guthrie teaches a computer readable medium 
including at least computer program code for determining whether a toolbar should be 
displayed in one or more frames of a webpage, said computer readable medium 
comprising: computer program code for determining whether an activation script (Col. 
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1 1 lines 31-53) for rendering a toolbar (Col. 3 lines 30-41 and Col. 5 lines 45-58) is 
within an HTML code for each frame of a webpage having more than one frame (Col. 15 
lines 38-57), and computer program code for displaying the toolbar in each frame based 
on conditions specified by the activation script (Col. 6 lines 41-56). Based on the 
specified conditions, the toolbar is either rendered or not rendered (Col. 6 lines 41-56). 
Guthrie does not explicitly disclose the use of computer program code for determining a 
size of each frame of the webpage using the html code and the condition for rendering 
specified by the activation script being a threshold size compared to the determined size 
of the frame. Kanevsky teaches a system for conditionally adding webpage 
components depending on the size of the viewing area (Col. 2 lines 12-19 and Col. 10 
lines 45-51). The system determines the size of the viewing area and only displays the 
component (or components) if it will fit the viewing area (Col. 10 lines 45-62). In other 
words, if the size of a viewing area exceeds a threshold size (the combined size of the 
additional component(s) and the original content in this case) then the component will 
be displayed. Chennapragada teaches that the visible size of each frame is inherently 
determined by the HTML code (Col. 5 lines 58-60). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to take the method disclosed by Guthrie and modify it as 
indicated by Kanevsky and Chennapragada such that the computer readable medium 
further comprises computer program code for determining a size of each frame of the 
webpage using the HTML code; and computer program code for rendering the toolbar in 
each of the frames of the webpage when the size of a frame exceeds a threshold size 
and not rendering the toolbar in each of the frames of the webpage when the size of a 



Application/Control Number: 09/706,296 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2155 

frame does not exceed the threshold size. One would be motivated to have this as it is 
desired to have webpage material presented in a friendly and useful manner to the 
client (Col. 2 lines 2-5 of Kanevsky). 

27. With respect to Claim 18, Guthrie in view of Kanevsky and Chennapragada 
teaches all the limitations of Claim 17 and further teaches the webpage and the toolbar 
are further provided on said computer readable medium (Col. 3 lines 30-40 of Guthrie). 

28. With respect to Claim 22, Guthrie in view of Kanevsky and Chennapragada 
teaches all the limitations of Claim 17 and further teaches the threshold size of each 
frame is defined by the activation script within the webpage (With the combination 
stated in claim 17, the threshold size is part of the condition to display the toolbar. 
Guthrie states the condition to display is defined by the injected code (the activation 
script) itself - Col. 6 lines 41-49 of Guthrie). 

29. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guthrie in 
view of Pacifici as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Kanevsky. 

30. With respect to Claim 7, Guthrie in view of Pacifici teaches all the limitations of 
Claim 5 and further teaches conditionally displaying a toolbar, with the condition being 
determined by the activation script (Col. 6 lines 41-56) but does not explicitly disclose 
determining a size of each frame of the webpage using the activation script and the 
condition for rendering specified by the activation script being a threshold size 
compared to the determined size of the frame. Kanevsky teaches a system for 
conditionally adding webpage components depending on the size of the viewing area 
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(Col. 2 lines 12-19 and Col. 10 lines 45-51). The system determines the size of the 
viewing area and only displays the component (or components) if it will fit the viewing 
area (Col. 10 lines 45-62). In other words, if the size of a viewing area exceeds a 
threshold size (the combined size of the additional component(s) and the original 
content in this case) then the component will be displayed. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the method 
disclosed by Guthrie in view of Pacifici and modify it as indicated by Kanevsky such that 
the method further comprises determining a size of each frame in which the toolbar is to 
be displayed using the activation script inserted into each frame; comparing the size of 
each frame to a threshold size; and rendering the toolbar for each frame having a frame 
size greater than the threshold size. One would be motivated to have this as it is desired 
to have webpage material presented in a friendly and useful manner to the client (Col. 2 
lines 2-5 of Kanevsky). 

Response to Arguments 

31 . Applicants arguments filed 05/27/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

32. Applicants argue - In contrast to Guthrie, Claim 1 requires a webpage to be 
received at a remote server As a result, executable script is inserted into the webpage 
in an operation that is transparent to the client, unlike Guthrie, which requires client 
involvement" 
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a. The claimed subject matter of Claim 1 does not explicitly state an 
operation that is transparent to the client or not requiring client involvement. 
Furthermore, the intermediate server of Guthrie which inserts the script for 
rendering the toolbar may be adapted for various embodiments and may, for 
example, either be local on the client or on a separate computer system in a 
distributed environment (Col. 7 lines 44-55). In the later case, one could interpret 
such an intermediary server to be a remote server. Therefore Guthrie teaches 
receiving a webpage at a remote server as stated in Claim 1 . 

33. Applicants argue - "...the injection system (of Guthrie) operates on all web traffic 
sent to a client browser. In contrast, only webpages that arrive at the client browser 
from the remote server include the inserted toolbar. " 

b. The claimed subject matter of Claim 1 does not exclude operation on all 
web traffic sent to the client browser. Furthermore, it is the same case in Guthrie 
that only webpages that arrive at the client browser from the remote server (the 
intermediary of Guthrie) include the inserted toolbar (Col. 7 lines 52-55 and Col.8 
lines 9-15). 

34. Applicants argue - "...Guthrie points out that only one instance of an injectable 
component can be rendered in a browser application... Guthrie does not disclose or 
suggest injecting activation code for rendering a toolbar into each frame of a webpage 
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such that the toolbar can be rendered in more than one frame of the webpage as 
claimed" 

c. While Guthrie does describe embodiments where only one instance of an 
injectable component is rendered, Guthrie does not limit the invention to such 
(Col. 3 lines 40-42 and Col. 6 lines 49-51 state "In one embodiment", Col. 15 
lines 45-48 states "preferably determines"). Guthrie generalizes the system in 
Col. 6, lines 41-49 (emphasis added): 

"The injected code, which is injected into the HTTP response by interceptor code 
module, contains instructions that specifically cause the WEB browser to 
conditionally insert HTML tag statements (HTML code) into the document when 
the browser executes the injected code. The HTML code is used by the WEB 
browser to generate and display an instance of the injectable component. The 
conditions are determined by the injected code itself ." 

As such, more than one instance of an injectable component may be rendered by 
a browser application depending on the conditions that are implemented. 
Guthrie also notes variations of the code as well as accounting for other 
parameters would be recognized by one skilled in the art (Col. 1 1 lines 28-31). 
Thus, system is open to other embodiments such as one that inserts the 
activation script into each frame. The examiner does agree that Guthrie does not 
explicitly disclose inserting script into each frame as stated in Claim 5. However, 
Pacifici teaches this. 
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Conclusion 

35. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire onthe date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Lazaro whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4868. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 703-308-6662. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



David Hazaro 
August 12, 2004 
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